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v v r x ■> s fix ^ ^ < ^ n The 

I n vers s i ax< Hy&k n. who arc si le eni I res ii \.\ s present 
Application. 

11, <! ■ \E?> AM) iM ERF| Rg NT ES 

! i ^p j ; t i v liu \ legal 

s % i &iectl\ affect ot >e direc jffectec ve a bearin 

on the Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

1IL STATUS OF CLAIMS 

( Faros i A- stand peeled. 



A . STA AMEN D-.N"j\S 

There were no amendments to the claims or Specification tiled alter the Final Rejection. 



The present invention of the Application relates generally to imprint lithography, and in 

\, . >.>5V ^ • >. 1 I < ! W SO -5 

Micm.febricati.on involves the fabrication of very small strtfciures, for example, and 
without limitation, structures having features on the order of sniero-memrs or smaller. Id, at 
para, {>* " > o i ! . ImuIi ^ t e m k ■> 5 ■> 

mte„,mtec cnxans Oik"- meas o do\ elomxc! u duel: mi . t j> etna* kxe been 
n^'i u ^ o v. < x- v.x i c ! i v v s \v , 

V. cvxroia • m.CK' tux . rem XXir >g e s- . n e< xx -roe; ' , , \ ! » !-<m a 
relief pattern in a structure, M, at para. [0003]. This method includes providing a substrate 
u >. } v . s ,omo> , . ! t <.vef >i \ue ^iLialoA 

viscosit) xdyme typically U V ei d.>ie luid corn ie I Tin of 

droplets) < <' Fhis method further inclu es nxx i t acting an 1 sprhrt template Arnold 
hu\ \ ehei soss.tr. vol 1 ! 1 1 Hi. riposo i) x eren 1 \dx i x .b 

Huid composition fiih a gap between the imprint template and the substrate and fills the relief 
structure of the imprint template. Id This method further includes next subjecting the 

■> S / I ^ lUlpO.-dtk J V f t 

v\, s v v s ! ' w t ot \ si » k ) x h 

polymeric material on the transfer layer that eorstams a relief stoxoxe ccrnpamentary to thai of 

' K <> < \ 

n ) * v '\\,o x\ a i x ,t\'"i , j $ - x leave 

solid poOmen e « s ite. \S s e e xindc f paOern 

- ! t tu ! 1 s v. t are t x 

transfer layer are next subjected to an environment to selectively etch the transfer layer relative 
o'.v i i a erb} or ' 

The selective adhesion of the solidified polymeric material to different surfaces are 
typically considered when developing a method and/or a material useful in farming tine-feature 
v id pa \ + 1 n j! 



o* ji *a - >.> >or on ire -subsKrk,, arc r ) ! v. a as 

0 v. sec o i 'v\ a a c i.l s i efervec 

s v k. < t , u 1 t o ! < 

I , \me i. nau: al v < ; - 

x '.<. , „ 1 s s 1 a u v u -^e * ! r ' t 1 i t'i a<\ u a 

v;>arpoa ion h.:-,:-. .. -a -a \ s t j 1 _\ s e anandaa a a;aarta!U. a s < , , i 
component, and ai iuu> esp^ushe to a -mmou mjp, the \K* m >on:-e theteto. vith 
the composition, in u liquid state. ha\ mg a \ i^ccsits lower than .than ioo ccmipotswu and a 
vapor pressure of less than about 20 Tor;', and, frs a solid cured suite, a tensile modulus greater 

i b v v e tli ib s > i <. 

than about 2%. 

!! s is; ex esp< to I are - } I uei s shoa bein 

m • v ' ^ i ^ k ha\c oee » 

v a«. t 1 J _ i . tO i 1 ^ T - Kill > 

kn-vxaaes a , - 1 a>»p v - >a iweo, ess to eual e 

. ^ < v s t e substrate and rapid a i 

template (si is belter if the vaeoaby is v. ti t so that naueaal pressure (for example, 
and nuh. n imt mom , \<e^ \ e of about 2-4 p.v. v. it s mm r. v i a: ^ > .05,; heahng to 

1 . ms. uanmmu< <a i > 1 u , U ^ oKm 1 >p r ci v a am oa \apor pressme v„ uau 
. v. * v. i < n ! m a 
)e m la, m v 1 ^ i ! 1 -< > l w.caH! v 
a. 0 > s •> \? \ , a to 

m v s m 1) a monomer coinpone 

b U v * v v % % ^c a v \ s M i e i v ;o p> ait 

suitable mechanical strength in a solid cured state of the composition; ami (e) silykued 
1 s -! do the con destsr-d to provide etvh sc 0 s ara. |{KU 7 
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imprinting material are desired to be taken into consideration when designing an appropriate 
inn irs g uatefk le- J ' i Julus vannk 

. > ! ' )' V > o I <. i v. \ , 1 

without h iiatio . 1 ah ^ ? u ,(i ! \ < % (c) 

<. » < it " >\ 'cvnij v *ui ! o , si + i m t ""U r vi t v; i ' a 

10028]. 



vi. * , i n o\ \ o b s<: rk\ iKYM nxrN \p> 

A. i \"vn '-5C3 ard 9- 1 9 stand rejected under 351 S' x s 

Of lilJK ,V",v> ^1 Nt - vl 

- - J <. ' •. N S v 

or in the alternative, 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable as obvious over, U.S. Patent No. 
5,149,592 issued to Wojnarosvicz rWajnarowic^l 

C. Claims 1-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by, or in the 
alternative, 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable as obvious over, U.S. Patent No. 6,060,530 to 
ChaouC ei ,C C'Chaouk '53(F): U.S. Patent No. 6,015,609 to Cbaouk, et al r'Chaouk '609"}: 
US. Pawn so U60 , ;r to C taouk el al rChaoiA 03(F); qi I S Pate Kp C W to 

t \0„r , , •> I w ' '\ pat !'S > 



VIS. 

A. 35 II.&C. §102(0) Rejections And Al ternative 81 03(a) Rejections Over Pacht 

- , so - t v : e no ^ 0' i Lie N - 1 5, \ and 9-S" unite' CoCib nK ttvJ 
<i . 4 seo ob\ ous ovof Pmhl 

Anti-..;?\n:o-; =eo un:- ouch and e\er\ element o( tre eLiuu to rv vend: -oitbin the cited 
d v ^ V, 0 ' Co,et£ Jw<^ « uw/'iA, 21 1 2A ie t 33' s V «i * e' 
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i '*C *.<- disc c cub ,uid . trie tit i! o* are » 5 hums tu 

ms each of these <. - cipaU ;rence. 

st i es and 

* - s o o ^ o e ea o- ihc^ . Jem , , ! i 

s«.' s s N , ! nui.a \ ^ If ; erial as 

i ! the present Apphca 

1. Claim I 

a. Anticipation. 

in >k < Acdon mailed March 22, ' o Mi. 22. 2< ' < x Un \cdon\k v , in 

staled: 

Each oi'Pachi et aL...Wojnarowicz... and Chaouk el a! teach a curable 

-i >--o »i> u-i m h \ Lit 'i -tomer. a fluorinai J joi<u> ..id a 

photoiniiiator. 

W hi Ic the prioi an ma} ot expre sh tc *ch t le d sel e i propers es of die 
claimed composition and the resulting cured product it n ■* v . > > 
eompc he prior a I possess th i.roperues since 

the composition {sic} are essentially the same as the claimed composition and.' the 
Is es s ools or facilities ck < v \ ^ i 1 

tnaki physlea d«. s nnalions 1 the sort In any event, an otherwise old 

tO>>0 i i v\ ' inA,\Uu . e- o 

^ . . C a v \ction, at 4. 

k > v mUo v k it i m h v idn a\c i at > wk. I <•> i s ■ t 

s. \ S do J Oi exp c sh teach the disclosed properties of the claimed 

^ 5 ! ! ! v v ^ ' v * v s <. 5 „ Hv* C v 

that, - ower than about 1! tipois ire oi 

cv* 1 f ho < f a s i J uikv s * s a u i s.>. j od i e 

■ >U N v v. i s S ' t a > c , o . eate h i 

J bo 5 *>v O s ! f ! I 11 I > M> i 

depend;. 




features ore "im:,;;o, ' ,e u ^ MO>>n-. 1 K v. I m * >•. A ■> ' f t otVu\ v.t * 
nailed \ugust 24, 2 > \ugust 24 2006 Firm Office \etion , at 3 i"o ike sue! s wshion 
thai tnmiitct mus present. % s s u v \ < p s so*, est dn o es i 

ease, ? « sted i i basis. I reas Ion es< eel t must 

* W \ 5 Ki ) d ! ! \ n } t. 

!! > v. 1 if . . xV \- SUV s i ' , t„ vv ^. ; t!v v i. } S U 

mormons o . e ,.n , . ^ t o ocs 

L _u m < s - ^ 

By The Chen? 
! 1 es v mpv 

occur or be present in the prior art is not sufficient to establish the inherency of that result or 
characteristic, In c & ckai-n. V I- ki 1531, 1534,28 USPQ2d 1955. 1957 [Fed C it 1993); .few 
» u* 'c ' 666 1 2:1 578, 581-82, 212 USFQ 323, 326 (CCPA 1981). "To establish inherency, the 
Ni < ■> v i.^ > st n clear that the mi>sine. eeseapihe matter s ncct-.-wniiv present in 

i <, v 5 I it 1 s< ! U s ! V v i v " < ' ' t X 

sld 1 1. Inherent e s. The mere lac 

thai. t i ~~ i jc -i < _ uer \_ ) im» 

Rabett&m, 169 1 3d e 5 15 49 1 SPQ2d 1949, 1950 51 Jed ( .r 1^ r vj ns n 

Vs\ > 10 r o n\.;l cut. s no? ar, :nhciert disclosure where a > no; .e< vieunce 
v >-t ^vs • s . < \ ■> , -ne,\ ,. I s v o ^ , . " , k 

ahs h Corp. of Am Holdings 37( 1 3d 3.54 367 71 USPQ2d i< F« 

v ^ 1 1 v ^ > i > ( v . leu k hat h , „ s , rive -t 

v i». -v.^ v , h 'nisi - o\.-mm«v .e e ^ ^-ose e; 4 he 

~ 'vV-> ^ r i v t vf ,, <- e < , *. k , i i 

csv - \ Vo.v-.x^' S v h e s s2H2IV, 

'In reh no: upon thv ideer. of :nhereoe\ . the wnrene: snu-.; p;v\idc s hoss in fact and or 

technical reasoning to reasonably support the determination that the allegedly inherent 
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characteristic * flow* from the teachings of the applied prior art." Ex pane levy, 11 

S >< < h> h:Bd. Pat. App. &I > ) j 5 nu'ij na 1 

h she March 22. 20o{. OfiAv ^ctk-ri and :upmn ;n the \Lpust 2 A 2dOf< !2n d Office 
w s - s i v \ M . 1 ! onmp masv i d 

\ ^ i * «.\ * ■> » v iv^.v>.i ii - t t v>«f«« m< K 

.v. 5«s. , if i ,! p t i v k L f p > v. ^ 

( v < < !•> P'-scamPcs. i instance, m the August " A>06 1 i ^ u Acion. hxammer 
stated: 

- ^ we hat tk prior art do o i< j ,\ <, 

i < 'V ,\ , v v , i \ ) i < I ( v ) \ t i t 

i^eli. It is still reasonable thai the compositions oflhv prim an would possess she 
esemfr i ce tie composition of the prior art are [sic] 
essentially the same as the claimed composition 

August 24, 2006 Final Office Action, at 3. 

The composition disclosed in PauiL as well as the compositions disclosed in the other 

cited prior art, is not Essentially the same as the claimed compositions' They are chemically 

distine! materials from those disclosed in the present Application. Pack! teaches a composition 

compi v o < su n as ]j\ oi at least one epox> at least one poIm . n east one 

thickener or Oiler, one or more suitable photoiniiiators and optionally at least one monomer 

> c 5 oi , >< 1 t c i h M n, ;k't \ * > o a' k * i ! u . 

or 1 !c< 1 v Jor^ rca.N -.able to contend that these ire essentia v the same 

. < v i <e v. , V v. a >o i - ! _ to , v t , F v> i' 0 

t v i x v claims 

bvtmmc- has » •dvun s m< v or e\:dcr,ce tending to show inherency. Without 
* i <. ^ <. ! » \ v thv Hi dc S i % J , u 

>- ! v o Is li^^i! 1 , lUviiv^io feasor t > > 

fCj.son.iPb sepp n that thv alkae-ah inherent i waril 

from the L-aehmp\ m tlu- applied, prior art mean* dec the chtmcKn- ?ics »} du composition as 
a v. m a v uot miicrenth possessed by the eompositi .sot uch 



\s n ne J aK'\c Or thus reases f,ine ;;cv tojcci < s ; d i s B 2 p ,e\ wuhut bvisis 
and must be svididtawn. 

in K> f d v js s js > is p 

x,i diLid >i c ( > )o ^ u i\ 

Claims 

! L O I H < J >s s i 1 > v ->s 



For instance, one of several features of Claim 1 of the present Application is that the 
-> i e c r r i I qi uis sv s > c s s bo ' 

ven vs <.s cUe, mil 'n . v < * o j . 

viscosities, wet! beyond this limit 

I C vis , ^ ^ N 

sea-e on- p. .P. ,<{? -AAi est' thickener or filler, one or mote statable i a tors and 

optionally at least one monomer and/or phenoxy resin. PachL col. % ' 6-10 (emphasis added). 
Regarding Ue f ;o\v,neu Bach, iautes "While aro suitabk unekeck., caci -v „rrp' -\ed famed or 
aerosol silica can be used to obtain desirable results." PachJ, col. 3, 11. 9-1 1 . (Appellants note 
thai the particulate nature of these thickeners is Incompatible with imprinting material required 
tor m t lithograph? i whl fiathci states «> he thickenei is typiealh non-reacll.ve inc 

CT 0 v\1 0 CiC tO 1 * \ O u J d v. t ;'(.>->' ") K t O gU.OOP 

centip0i.se. 0 /Wn' col. 3, /.'' 13-16. I he thi> n p «. \ 1 ^ > v s < \f the 

reqtnreo em n.r ilahn • o! a emmvsmoa having a \ $>\os:tv oi k>uer than abotn \0d continuitfc 

^> poles 9. an< 1-1.3 F<?< describe ^reparation or use \ compositions 
! - 1 Si a a tilicf or thickener Pachl co 0. /. 5 co 18, L 9, 

< o v« t ^ si. s . 1 ^5 s s ! .un t ^ ^ (.» < vs , 

npvrce s.-: Geh; -\. B. and C measured at 20°C using a number 0 spindle * . t funeih-u of 
revolutions per mmoic tRPMh the v ssco.ddes ul Geh A. B. and I raupv U\m 4 sv eps :u 100 
<1 M > W G . cpv at S Rt>M 'acfu col !5 S //. 39-55. Examples 8 and 10 of foe/?/ do not 
disclose addition of a thickener. Example ' discloses a curable foam; no viscosity data is 
reported. PachL col. 15, /. 57 - col. 16, /. 7. Example 8 discloses a composition including 
v q v s s { u n s p p > j< tv u >> > 



wwesix >■ s ep - >> u S - 0 •> „ * ! x v. ^ area 

1 v f 1 ro e * s - s s 

the limit x\j < u h> the v an i Rather, iht 1 umr appears t > V a ewta , , , \ su jr claim 
I eature by stating: 

Regarding the irgumeffls about the viseosiu recited n ?he claims. 

measored and the chums reemxl thai the \;seosii;, is \ unable. I ach of Uu- prior 
. 1 V ! v P K v! v s i s \ { w t 

\ugust 24, 2006 i u \a it 3 

Appellants do not agree with this statement. 
o« f v ' r u s * catv.ti tlx \pp u ' s c . s p<. <, t ; „ t , t ,c at winch 
re « easure« uneiy ambient temperature x ,rp 1 i u 
dessg in imp ira > 

^ sea> * v oviirpc x1 i <) ^ u>, xus. > x-- 

enable desirable wetting and spreading on the substrate and rapid fill of the features on the 
imprint template.,. tWM minimal or my additional heating io m we t.h t up < eriai in o 

ic a. V.c can » > ><~ ! % ! i < . > > ucv n >v,s vk'itr 1 ot the 

Application. \ > . t 1 > i r u i r at the sbxos:tie^ refer to >n u uj.n at r - e 

X> <>> ^ >i » >,s km ( 'u oim s.-ne ^> oi % < , a 

en X- are. Aa/a. c ta-4.5 

"p" t ! as n!,L *!x \3^.(»v s s ^ , v to 

no.d sons emperuture ^ uio car i some s e^ csuk in a 
s ! > i o - m \ moi'^ ol othci matCxi a. a -e j < < 

1 - ! - imuI vmv , _ . t ^ npo 1 v 

v v « ! i « ,u ' xii x >s some 

vac > xmeexaa >. \agt ^ ;-i M,Ms «u i Mike \ctxex at * 

N t » ' ! ' x t w w v a « 

^ N 1 - ^ v pK^s v s t , lvV axS e m .t of .a 

"> ^ N > v. 1 - b < ! J x N x s v cra:^ ed ^; ! . ises fins is 

P,! U true in the v ^ ^ instance heeau.se ( I mi I requires du- combination of each of 



* te . , ' m . v „,> -x^t or I or o m<. 1 o the bummer suggests ,K 'O'ijxk i\> 

W 1 i K i (. \ ^ \ n 

, i viv the vapor pressure {which is required So be lower than 20 Terr) must be also 
measured si this eles ated temperature, 

In sum, these required characteristics are not inherently possessed by Pack!. 
Accordingly, Claim 1 is not anticipated by facM. 

b. Obviousness 

^ ^ V > A V S< ,f M S 

a u-\s.mung < s. the prior an > s do no; r-ec- 1 U'qcaemeub. 

b 3 r> = \S 1 it ^ i -h I i tics An so u d i 1 ! <. 

art, at Che tone the invention was made, to arrive at the same inventive 

v. 5 k it h i a < . % s t 
the generic disclosure of the prior art. 

\ £ eh A 2006 0 cc \etioa at 4 

As noted above, and as admitted to by Examiner. Pack! does not expressly disclose an 
imprinting .material that., in a liquid state, has a viscosity lower than about 100 centipoises and a 
vapor pressure of less than about 20 dorr, and, in a sol.u * <. \ . of 

greater than about 100 Wa. a break stress of greater than about 3 \H'a and an elongation at 
Ae.sL m cse.aV duu about A*, bach o! thoe e;e evjuessA hnmuAns of Claim ] (and from 
winch the reuuuahn- chums dep.nJ;. 

As further shoxsn ab.o.e s. Section VILA, 1, a) An/d does not mli. ;c<ub noises; these 
teenies and j s docs not antsespute the v <a tu J o jim As en Atemuthe to dsis Anhetem;} " 
eomendor). ihv Avauenes h;-.s thus ah.en ho- po nAn Pan the clamed ananlasi w.^ad hare hecn 
obvious March .A, „ a (Ahce Anion, at 4. 

o.>o-.n) > t . i od <r>ousi^' « M\ .a ee has . « > must be 
met. v . * o>< s \. i 

i < 1 i i 1 ! elerence oj 

v>! ^( t C ^ s X \ d O lao 

hobuuhns <. csti male the A.emeJ tomhioatmn t one reasonable 

expectation of success must both be found in the prior art and not based on applicant's 
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1 >. oss t s i n > ? s aech l 1 ^ ^ I43g 

(Fed. Cit 1991). 

i. The C laimed Co m binat ion Of Limitat ions Are Noljjught 

i i d >\ ' 

A;e/d dees ^ or -h _v all of the ehhm Hniuian- . \ ; , is, akoe and i 
^ x ' s ^ v v a > i I lf a ^\ v ik 4 e „ urh au "ot 

. vjn.sc, , s s k ' ' Iheiema nrc no r hose >J b\a 

ejects. -ms a v. >t be with hao\ 

ii. 1 s. V 

Furthermore, there is no suggestion or motivation to modify Pack! to make the claimed 

' 1 <- " V. J Vet S'vX K O <. \ ' v V V V. > V! 

ii s dubious th i there is $ otb itios is mo< if> n h < gard fo the 

<■ and rnomation in /<■ » c n% trom the c med invention. 
For instance, /'W?/ expressly teaches additional methods to increase the viscosity of the 
composition. states: "The viscosity of the uncurfcd composition can also be increased by 

introducing a solid cpoxy in addition to or as a replacement lor the aforementioned epoxi.es.... 
The viscos j can ta ored to he similar to paint, or increased to a grease or paste-like 
-o < j ,s , ,' ,o. o ' 5 1 -5^ ReUoc a "-even. -UW- ^\ \ i . ; r.euvon 
v\ n o! v t • vo v moM m can he tailored to satis!} a wide range of end -uses, 
^ - v e I il ak nv . l.n 05 rot < ab 1 ,\ 

' kis .ue. <. v > s p< men js about 5 mm thick. The ability of the inventive 

'osi c v < layers is in eon to eonvenUo xctices and 

marked Immrovernont.'' PuchL col. (- i 63 - eol. 7 V /. 3. 

"oe/s bather ^atev -The pre\imoa\ described eomp< snmns can be moJiheu to obtain a 
av s - ^ , s .n, B\ tmph y,t\ i „ »„ , t s tsi.\ t r, mi* 

■> > . 1 atm t mipasitiot an bi impt ved e,g /,> compostthn 
w.* ; e> ? .on <» r.r.n o < udk i kt c ms sten \ tphasis 



to decri-aw its viscosity lower than 100 cemipoise, as required by the claims. 

There is no motivation of suggestion to modify Pach) to make the imprint material of 

X v k II. Ml * „ iSi 

-ofr^ * v v s o hk urn lU t, v >\sv \0 - „ u \ v 1 • u ir,v 

require, among ether thmgs, Lhat i composition of the invention eompositlom in a liquid slate. 

•> i f < dif\ C; u- the ; \armou oscpv 

V^'v o , * 'knm i ss ku at <• v. • o i Au > . co o » u s m t /Com. 

2, Claim 2 

v } i 5 th np mi; uite is recitei n Clam where 5 he su faclant 

comprises a non-ionic surfactant. Thus, Claim 2 further limits a component of the composition 
recited in Claim 1 . There is nothing in f'achi that expressly discloses or inherently discloses this 
furthe? r.ut, i< -sen j a a v sh ' i 1 a its iff asm Nor is the 
» o modify P chi o m lude thi ins ion of ft ire in Claim 

1. Vis «> ^ N i o !-,«•> t, „ (. i\\v Utii i .J »> tK^ > t< < o la. reabons 

Claim 2 is not antkup ned by , . and, a tern stt < x h not unpaid t sble as obvious over Pachi 

3, Claim 3 

) rial a ceded in CI i where the si lite 

S < 1 i 1 f U U 1 i s t 

enc < \ i i p s s <. i S i t i ^ a 

«■» ui 4 c, > 1 let i\ V i (a ' \fir'0;v\\'-n * i „ , on 

or suggestion to modify Pachi to include this limitation and the combination of features r Claim 
1. Accordingly, fur ihe resworn pmscim-u a!x>\„- for Claim I ami ibi these additional reasons, 
v iii I ss no m xited h\ \tchi and alternative!} s not unpatentable as obvious over Pachi 

4, CJa|m_4 

Claim - rcc tcs npriniing ma ial t recited in Claim I vvherein th< sur&ctan 
> pnst i v v ^ ^ i Claim 4 fsnther limits con ponent o 1 

1 . o % e iv - <\ ^ > ; , " 1 is o „ > v % - \ 



• a x i , k \ n VilO ! 

v K N £ 1 v i ibinam uh c ires of Clan Vs s f a. 

add u , ^ > 4 o ^ > 1 
obvious over Cadd 

5. CiaimS 

s v&K ea v v c e monomer is 

v s f fq Mvs v v s 1 bus, 

N i *• V h In >V -l, O* hv U)l OOsttPi Ultnl 5 ' J\ > Ot 5 

v. v v. sis. e u iuf biauti with 

a!) ol Is caUo-N a; s a ^ n>\ s- these np mat \ - o _e-'as m tfp a - o> 
include this limitation and the s t uu t of features in Claim 1. Accordingly, for the reasons 
~ wemt i Knot; t n and for these addttiona reasons CI; m 5 is no: ant •> 
and, shemam cl> . is no? unpatentable as obvious over Pack!. 

6. OM?!L2 

t t v. t v < i 1 u! k ir io osa •> 

substituted aery late. Thus, Claim 7 further limits a component of b c -is- m mn recited » 
Ca"i 1 >_ a n < ' ■ tia.o'v^ \ > sdi ^s u i ^ » \ s 1 K 

limitation in combination with all of the features of Claim 3. Nor is there any motivation or 
sj^< v a ^ \! - i v e, >i a i . v s. , n 

\ic<> dam^ for t v >c.vn- u es tei <„ ><>< e tbt t Lmr • ;snJ for Jv»c ,io, , ' > , ■ \ <J,m 1 
7 is not anticipated by /Wi/ and, alternatively, is not unpatentable as obvious over 
?- Claim 9 

s ' w a I s i nera s •wk 'i ( < nbe.es' me mar, is 

selected from the group o! - thsPitUed *t>« Hw> corunsbnc of mono-substituted aerykres and 

composition recited in Claim 1. There is nothing in Pack! that expressly discloses or inherently 
disc >s<~ t 1 i * t com! ion with all sell , [aim Noi is these 

my mot es ii\ eluc s uiot he combination o 

eatures s ("una \ceoix ngls or dee ;\ >\o - ?\\ ted 1 \ t lot 1 ain and (o> these 
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al tSWm >. v v ! i ' /t 

ol 

8- Claim 10 

t i> ' v.s ^ i W i lk J UO C 1 '! o ' ^ \, H»V ^ 

selected from she group consisting of photo initiators and thermal initiators. Thus, Claim 10 
hmher low a .0 ^ ■, . w . msu >t ^ ;n s > n 1. i <. h~ t w t Coed/ n < 
expressly discloses or inherently discloses this farther limitation in corabinadon with ah of the 
mawres > I ham Nor is there ana trmtCatior. or iono^atw >e .wOo C , a < mum this 
.) »» . 1 , ^ " - - •> < v auto ^ r < h i W^wJ . v v 

" ^ . v a i w, ! i ^ v !Oo a! Ki - ^ las \ - > > n v - > n^ 
■ . , \ ej Pack!. 

% Claim 1 1 

Claim » reciuw Jv ' i« o materia! s seeded in Claim 1 vdwrein * u , > c Is a 

Claim I Cw;v \ > <m v in ,\ << « thai c\prwsh Jiwhwcs or mhenmtK v v„ - s v - * , < I .i 
limitation in combination with all of the features of Claim 1. Nor is there any motivation or 

1 <. to i So s i i ta t on aww i i. xi , 

Vt * > x Ms^K'sailuO" xhs i i < iaa nJ I » ,s i : . s ui ) 

1 1 \ i a t \ < osniise' 1 v e own to t , 
10. Claim 12 

■vetoed i J \ \ st\ ir I 

o m>N on s « i w e i a or t 1 ' i \\ h \v^ . o i > - nthtrenti) 

discloses this even lower viscosity in combination with all of the features of Claim 1. In or is 

5 S t h f , s s v i U 1 ' f C 

rwaaws presented ahew im ( iaton 1 ana tor Uvw adehhona; reasons. Claim to w not anticipated 
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Piled : February 23, 2004 

11, Claim 13 

\ (5 ! ! 1 t IS! s 

liquid smte .ess than, about 10 eenopoises. Thus, Claim B Slrthe: dmim the ^ *sc<<sU> m d'e 
o posi ion re tec i C I im Hi ere bin 

di^io-un ibs cum lower \baax-dt\ w ^.moH sat son with all oi ihe features el CUim 1 Noi is 

Pi 1( > \)<j * . ! >K m ' <> as. -( 

away ! > ^ -> \ " v > v it > t . ' v 

reasons presented above for Claim I and for these additional reasons. Claim 1 3 is not anticipated 
a ^ oip. ,vM )k sobvoj o\er/\A<'<' 

12. Claim 14 

( Lam M ihe impr-ntinc material as recited in Claim 1 therein the Csco-dn in ihe 

»\! 1 o n \> oo > - s C rim .14 farther limits the seosit) r ihe 

-o ft vn o* v> >u 1 ' fo<v -s in a /'<<', ha o . n ix o _ ^ 

discloses this even lower viscosity in combination with the features of Claim I, Nor is there 
any nvrvanVn >> ^leaaaest »n ;< modso A,c/ o this \is>.oMn uud lamet ' . eK-, 
o > 1 s i. d he combination of features in Claim 1. Accordingly, for the reasons 

uv <~ aivse c as n d - v s 1 1 to r:> co S 

' ,'< 'N t CO\\ ^ , > is ^ ,'' \/" 

i v! K ail' f H i, 

<. < i I' ^ Car 1 lafvti! - Ihe s rev i rv * a- van- \en 

> » t v •> m ■> ' t ! s ! \ i ^ ! » , o m s 

even *.o< i . a i a > s v i I m dv m.ann Ofom \oi is ho.e ;m\ 

motivation or suggestion to modify Pack! to this vapor pressure and the combination, of features 
in i ' « . s . m nmieo above v Cia i o o ncsaa<.)mse 

aason- i t ! s > ! j \ oh o e- 



14 Chum 16 

ham 1 cc v- a ip aha j aa.aah ^ jvotei. in Claim 1 vCk a; ■ aa tor pressure 
d 2 Ton ^n ' im 6 he nits h vapc iressure f the oomposilk 



Svriai No 
Filed 



Xu et a! 
K>of4l 



,v V' 'r r.Ms v i expressly oh.sc v , > i s 

even - c> vapor < „ s , ^ < ^ - < to whh ai -u 1 a* > ^ o' 5 a, s u Nor s ihert any 

! > % i. or s t 10 ;-;<ni;i\ rook 1 Ms ~>o -\ and <. ^>;nhinatmu > maauvs 

mCiaisi. i v uu-ei p < v „d a > . > 5 ( > m and no m < as 

reasons. Claim 16 is not anticipated by Pack! and, alternatively, is not unpatentable as obvious 
over Pach!. 

- : iilll 

s SO - L il - s lu LO Hi. u ^f\i,J '1 kfM 

modulus is 100 MPa or greater. Thus. Claim k further omits the tensile modulus of the solid 

v v _ v I ! 1 S; O KC OU C d k , I 

dklosci i«5 inherently dowlases ih Is more limned u;^ le n; J Jus 0 ra adorn au\ oub a I o* <k- 
res Clai i Nt is there in> lotiva lify /k to this tensile 

modulus and the combination of features in Claim I. Accordingly, for the reasons presented 
at-xve a ! .\t." ' ■ c \ . is < « a?" ,s k<a <<?' ;rd; 

alternatively, is not unpatentable as obvious over 
Claim 18 

< 1 em 1 8 recites the in t i recited in Gain I where 1 rcss i 

about 3 MPu or greater. Thus, Claim iS further limits the break stress of the sodd cured state of 
the composition recited in Claim I. There is nothing in Pack! that expressly discloses or 
inherently discloses this raore hmited bseae stress in e s with ail of the features of 

v 1 % x < ! „a^s ) - K Jit . 1 vii 

v f , . ; < x < m ' ! . ! 0^ v t i b t , 1 

utso S s s ivd} is not 

iN> 

17.. Claim 19 

s ^ k 1 [f,r so ( f 

breal is H ra e bus Claim 19 hart ha, 1 ><« - is solid cured 

■oak- o v w ~\ " - ,a N, - 0 m kern ^ - 1 Nse,^ 1 1 , , , * ,\ o s ;s w s„s ar 
3 v v v . k m > 1 ' ^ f\ ' i , v ecu a^ of 

Claim !. Nor is there any motivation or suggestion to modify Pachtxo this elongation break and 



1 and for these additional reasons. Claim 19 is not anticipated h 1 m hi and : alternative!} is not 

0"' U ^ ^ -tj ' I >t (. h ^ " 5 

SJ . §j02 Hi jecistsns ever Wof naromcz 

XopelhmN ^-v> v t i ^ ix J'ui 1 i i mn- -5,7 id 9 i\t Ue "5 1 M 
e n i , f i > * v . k l i . 1 v . > l u i 

, oi victims 1 C arse Cm . d ;i t)n>e * o ate n<e mta-m.aex; N ;1 a. v x 

M io e o\ v x - i\\ i k s u< » ub isbeo ^ > f »«. s x ^ va ^i. 

s ! , ah l > e. ;C < ' M.i. 
1, Claim! 

a. Anticipation 

\ < 5 x s <> ->x*1 Pu t <. > Ok 

assertions made when rejecting P larch 22. 200* i i on at 4; Section 

VILA above. 

n i c the same reason s S t n VILA b \ppfica ot i 1 

.vp.'k has again not presented a basis supporting IFojfiarowiez inherently possessed the 

e ittJ vN O V P > V V 

i. I ,k is \ H - » v 



in Woma rowicz Possessed The Combination of Features 

Re quired By the Claims 

v <u ; as to Section Vii \ I a fos A/wV. Fvtrmner laikd . ;no\nie ba°'° oi fact md as 

inicai reasoning io reasonably support the < x i 1 that the allegedly inherent 

s i t f < > > k i < ' ro si-O > k\ 

es the „ n v. is v j <ttcusp.edu x > 1 b\ no - 1 ise< 

x x jx s ~. Ms uast v xv <> 

mmm-ic; are not x a the same as the claimed composition." They i are 

t.s. a'h xltvf - - l - x v x„\ v a v. x v i()n 



> e vitirate pha ye>joaliph create ti * k 4 » c i 

pre! crab! > a -xo a i p „i n 1\ k Ms.. bb,0'.-o;:: - col, 1 it 2600.. The 

^ ' Vn 1 - 5 m s v "i ^ < <• t - ti V <. i . » o o 

^ ! 1 ' 1 i p t 1 s.l ,Hv r v K iV Sl^U 

to LXt-ncnd thai these are essential!} the same compositions, and that the ivmpcsitions of 
<' ' * " lV - - > N r ^ - ^ ! p ov ■. a k.u a t. , 

\,u- s t '-a- so! si .at -net o- twLnu' enUu E , 4 \> il>, e ^ a 
j ik or evidence tending io show inherency from Examiner, the burden to show a difference 

1 ! > Vi I HS f> ,tt ~< I i S ! ^O > 

reasonably support the determination that the allegedly inherent characteristic necessarify flows 

t spoiled prior art 

d- i!>^''»t i'Mu^ 'i- ^ ^.tv, -jvo^o 
No, Ha,. ^ > , - 

> ^ > . Uull ^l>l ! t >h>f , SOi ^t t 1 t t > , vj ! ) 

N t i a) 1 es re. ted in the el urns 
For instance, one of several features of Claim 1 of the puvnr \ppi seat son ss she 
composition of the claimed invention, in a liquid state, has a viscosity lower than about 100 

!! vs \ k v< ' < 1) o t t j< n v ) )s'tn - u'i 

^ - pre ,. n s , 1 a are well before tins land. 

s Vug ist 24, 2 6 Final < >ifi ( e A t lis 1 ner s 1 ^ < c scos , es 

V'oj.i t r 5 51 * to 16 M 25 I < c isit) < 5 cP 10 

^ ^ ^ S.c . ; \\ < ■ u./ov j v / ' \neuv 24. \\>o I r f t "*Vv \ < , * 

. ^o * s k Movt^hh, spno usee ,i 1 e vv* \o 

,s s > N > - , i no c m voiip-vc , - 'f>„« t - n jn v. L 

Wopiaronicz actually states: 

% e*o f v the Fact Kmc polymer comprising a a ,\ of from ahvt -!> ,e 
about SO percent by weight, preferably about 50 to about 70 percent by weight. 
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vv\\K ; ,o «<tH . -a H' 1 raj a v>i o abm; I' 01 > aix> , 
cerstrpoise ai about 150° F. 

^ M . ;-i 1a vi <v L v i!^ 

been i S8 j, ha> s ^ i ec \ 1 

v s v v v I f v * N 1 ; „ i 5 o > 

Majeure Specialties. Inc. ra<i PhoVne ,f fO^o _e .ip-<m. amd e u .v'yLie 

! si <- - * < "> 1 J i +' 0 X 0 UK i 1 ' 

CfmipoiscuiuKvjt lf.0M i rv.smia nJ< 1 bs ] a OC Corporat r 

^ v v . oil i - .kbonc h at lu « , ^ < 

m f ,< ^ > .J i! -0 ^ . , ^.n. ao 

so-. Hsdav: .ur\l m and methacrylaic fm^o.mai uretbane eonummg op^aih from 
- «. "> '\m ni^ir k \|t, u„m i s v 

>. iupi>n< >a>cn in a t ! sb( i\ lb t ihom no stvic bh. 

aboa; '• ■ -o m ^ < pemen b\ v\Liui\ based ri the mi\ uo <>, f_ sea^n< 
s , 'iJuud n < 1 

! - ction iphatk 5! crylate having a molect ^ 1 ^ 

> U a mcvvsdo oi 2li-50 mhi s o( 25 (' vaiica m A ,'>j b 
Company of Zurich. 

row/a, col 3, /. 40 -■ col 4, /. 5. 

m lip mtk ureth me acn late ha\ ing a molecular weight o, at ou>; 1 0\> and u ^ .seovo -,>f 
n about 1000 cos at 150 10 and at most 60% by weight of at least one rncmomnciional 
uted or > - v aliphatic or > Irh ha acnhite ^r « «. \ . ,s < v havum a 
n> < ' ^ as ^ v « !-.. ~7 j ot ^ s un, m > % , » ^ > 
i i u t^m* 

at v *\ i> sco^'a t ! 'S\ mn^u nc ^ v. s Aj\ , o cwe< the 

urn iuc 1 I cps) eeited at 150^1 Poi example Photomer* 62 w ich 
' - NX v x a v N ' N ! q - 5 i < t ^ .oi ^ ' 

, 0-a,s a \ i ;,:-a;. of uhou! 1 1 oo ^ . s at 25' t 1 
\ gesso of oiOinat> skill in the art of the present Application w>aOa aaJ-a- ^aoJ -h t the 
' v eneraliy predicatable based oi 

- ! ^ t he viscosity of the mixture fails wstiiio the requirement o h« 
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t-"\-;-h ^ s iOO 

Examiner has not provided a basis in fact and/or technical reasoning to support the 

">V O > t \tt ' v Sv \ }[ > ! > > N v 

^dJ on - * s \ h s lot provide ah i u.eln , re a to 

support me assertion thai the vapor pressure, tensile modulus, break stress, and elongation at 

properties of Chans L 

0 v. < UV O.N (. t v 1 ,i VS 1 * , < 

'% Obviousaesji 

- » < 5 beN el 22 20 f Office Vctiun I < vr I s e c<. ocd i > 

»\ S s o^er > ,,,> ~ dik . 22. 2< - t »f he* Vetion at 4 

As noted above, and as admitted to by Examiner, Wojnarvwiez does not expressly 
disclose an imprinting material, that, in a liquid state, has a viscosity lower than about 100 
centipoises and a vapor pressure of less than about 20 Terr, and, in a solid eared state, has a 
tensile modulus of greater than about 100 MPa, a break stress of greater than about 3 MPa, and 
a eton ! a break greaie than about 2% Each of these are expressed utattons of 
Claim 1 (and from which the remaining claims depend}. 

i < 'n ! v> iNe, <>r \ „ * i t » v , <u v vn 

e\„ . :e,Vu- , v n .\>cn no <e -upate the claimed mvenifen v < , 

v.<v v e.auetuhm. ! \ Kammer has taken the j m o " x the ehnmci <■ a e % e i 
, ^ v, o »v \, ti *»«> O, ke \U or at 4. 

k -[dvJ-d^yjoMXddlku'idaia ..oj'j_.pnjtatior;3 Are Nol Tau«ht 

re does not teach si - he ch i diseusse< akn ; 

am '* 5 *> - x V ' c i. I n s a k is J \ o v.n > ' v s >> or 

mhevtah s ?r >b- f ,.,-.>>< a. I herefore. and F d at reason alone, these < id.na's e t <ux are 
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Woi . i ( wit 

claimed invention. Of course, because the absent combination of features are not expressly or 
inherent} etsv.-'scd. u h dnlm us thai tls^rc i- any ^cgesbon or nunnatmn 10 meJib. 
Wojmsrm*>k-~ in that regard. 

2. Claim 2 

Claim 2 recites the imprinting material, ax recited in Claim ! wherein the surfactant 
is 1 1 h_ ' ^ 1 Mi ' j v 1 t> ■) 

secaed m Chum i. There is nothing in d > * ( hw >.„ lhat C\;us I < <. c o t v ; v * 
discloses this further limitation in combination with all of the features of Claim L Nor is there 
any motivation or suggestion to modify Wojnarowic to include this limitation and the 
combination of features in Claim 1 . Accordingly, for the masons presented above ibr Claim 1 
and lor these additional reasons, Claim 2 is not anticipated by Wqmarowic and, alternatively, is 
not unpatentable as obvious over IVqinaroivkz. 

3. Claim 3 

Claim 3 recites the imprinting material as recited in Claim 1 wherein the surfactant 
5 v ant i has. Claim * , jmv t us a component el the „onp;>s;Pen 

v~ u \\ ierc h ru tl ig ii I > > wo vicz that e essly c or inherent 

discloses this further limitation in combination with ah of the features of Claim 1. Nor is there 
any n*M\uom » Sa.^.-UT to modify Hoituwovi to u\ c j foe 

nu o <. v hi t -\ v ' m ne Com toe,- <s 

not unpatentable as obvious over Wojtmnmkz. 

4. Claim 4 

Claim 4 recites the imprinting material as reeded m Claim 1 wherein the surfactant 

v i; , o-, s L latmt t hn t. San i 4 e K in s , i • 

osmr.-su m, : v.;;e: . - < i There is rodum> in d< . ■ > . \u \n ,\oo ^ <>^ or 
tit >n m combmatio ith m feature oi (foam 1 
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^ O " v ! i v. "• <> H ! 1 * >' t v. < ^ f t 

dx commit m unares in * i \c > a J the to. s - , ^ 

on J for d$o,e it \d k Ixun ~ is n.n amicip ed h> < cm neh i 

not ^ as obvious over l-Vqinarowicz. 

r ' r " recHe< Li nor- s« r< -nu^ as r'eske " C Lnr 1 <„ e>~ the .rone re- is 

' " N ' ' < ^ te e< raj silion rc d i 1 j erc no hint 

■ i< F tfi;ii; ''* that express)) discloses or Inherent)} discloses this farther imitation in 
ceo rv <oe^ ^. Is «i < of the icatiucs oi Claim i \or is [here am moj^raor or woeesth n to 

* - ' ' * * rotation and the combination of features in Claim \. 

\cc< rdi | > foi the reast ns presented above for Claim 1 and for these additional reasons. Claim 
5 is not anticipated by U o»-o/Vi';e and, alternatively, is not unpatentable as obvious over 
Wohmrow'cz. 

&. Claim 7 

Claim ? recites the imprinting material as recited in Claim 1 wherein the monomer is a 
s - * - < -iu v , ju ' .(.fsthe, Urn te a coi hei 

L'asm ) i\ v <o e> 5, to </<,<<. ts< ,\p\s^ « ^ <. 1 1 „ ^ oses drs 

' i'v- n< <o ,\vau ^sith ali o* .eaUue^ol Clam' ' \ 1, v.^ mo, ^ >u 

i " ' " < t K Ikk «• i t > i , ^ m is | ^ 1 jus i 

x ! } > V u o - - v jte, r \c lor Claim 1 nc a t ic ;kk tiona) 

easera- $im ~. > \ espai 1 - t u i Itenva \\ is nt \ttentaNc as 

1 <. ^ o w 

7 - Claim 9 

Claim 1 recites the j i it *. material as recited in Oaim ) therein the monomer is 
seleek ' s < tor f substituted en Litcs consisting ol moo seb.oe.toieJ ae:> hues and 
; ;o f-on, ; --o,e . v„;,aea updates. Thus, Claim 9 further hmas a cumponcnt of the 
eeoox>sna< 1 reenec n< t 1 Fhe lothij n tt'ofna . N . ^ >. h > ~ 

v^e vT ,x ^s jv u u > , op ji >at «- v\- h J o: tot '.ju-o c i.am I. 

Nor is the e an> -'\ail--n 01 snggesiion io moC< ; > < ^ i\, ado t- - * m-taUm and 



i-'H ! Xeco'dt si'h 
km < <( or .» v m s \ { upa n V 
^ o v - ,\o V, ' , <„ • ; , ' r 
& Claim 30 

" ! e ^ V t " < v f , <vr - 

u • , ^ oup *.et o> n x " ! ^ > m ai r'o. s- ! s > I n.n 

sr ItaeK a , - - ^xx of the compos t > xxxed in i. hem 1 ihe^- s\ x » j in 
express!) discloses oi inheuuth - - , , m 

? - v s I mn I Nor is, l> , . - \s . > to 

IV ■■■.'■;!>(.-■) o include this, limitation and the ^ ,s * j i. 

•,,\Jrh:i. :; : tK> re iM-ic pi rented abo\e for Claim ! and tor these k J • vi, 1 ,es, * < 

s arx . o ... ^ , - »o ou<- o\c\ 

9. Claim 11 

Claim 1 1 recites the imprinting material as recited in Claim I wherein the initiator is a 
leal phoioinitiator. Thus, Claim ! 1 further limits a component of the composition recited s 
rp I- e >. s ^ v f>n, > at o Pstios s s i , 

t mi tat v< ii a io j will 1 oi the feat la v I Nos s the < 

1 ^ ' x t iv i km J ih'He to c, , s id an 

< » - t c> f o * .>»?<. af, m>e-»n , s Ov , << f x> 

2- Claim 1.2 

Cki ee:K tiers a ecuee: lanx- ; v-hest e \ eo< < hi ha 

^ ^ Claim 1 2 iu i t f th< 

tfwition recited m Claim 1 There is nothing in Woimrowks that expressly discloses or 
xmuo disdose? this ecu Sower \ iseowty m comhnxuhon > ah of the matures of (.'lain- 

is these au\ > > s -non k noc > < » <u> to this viscosity and the 

<( x i v < » c- hi.'- \cu ds ^ . os ^ x i- t i x e Oi Oaax 1 



. u O . v hi i 1 is 1 . ,\ , J ,^ A <> , 1 

not imoaamiahle o r-v ,\ci >C> -\;row}cz. 
->< Claim P 

Claim ! 3 recites the imprinting materia! as recited in Claim 1 wherein the viscosity in the 
» » spm-es ihus, CI „ s < k 

^>>S 1, u v . ! v i v * I , M ,S lw l <> v. U 

-j u 5 J vi s v . s v v!s' ^ i tumbinatma v t j s matures- >' 1 t u i 

Nor s tht in \ estion to modift » » » » t the 

v.0 U\ 0.00 . O iu ^Vs - ( ' « - VCVC.f.gN 'v IV K s\ \xu; v > ^ iJM 1 

anc ibi hese add uional reasons Claim O 'is not animated b\ A and « .e-a.to.eh rs 

not. unpsieniabiv as obvious over ' > , <> 
4. Claiffl 14 

hi i > si. v. i « „ J , llhsl, iu i . vi „ S ! t 

! s t s t ! r v s ( j i : • i at^Hv oJ the 

s Claim I sere is nothing in Wo wo z that expres * ek e < 
inherently discloses this even lower viscosity in combination with ah of the features of Claim 1, 
Nor is there any motivation or suggestion to. modify Wojnarowic to this viscosity and the 
combination of features in Claim I. Accordingly, for the reasons presented above for Claim ! 
a»"o I u <. i u uso I-* i m ti om t pi'^i •> J , > > , , v > xnea <s 

Claim IS 

i i eri i ceiled in Claim dtemm i sa essi c 
s s " I s c ! n i s ii u s ls . \ ! , ,i s o i 

recited in Claim ). There is nothing in W»!r<aroM-ic.i that expressly discloses or inherently 
i \e svM ss \„ itkss | ttvati^o. i Met- 

is there any motivation or suggestion to rnodiC Wojnarowic to this vapor pressure and the 
combination of feamn.s m Chum 1 WoobngV tor die reasons presenab abo\e for Claim 1 
* o *e kk nulre* > * v h 5 is ot u icq ned >y Wo, a atltenud veh j s 
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Cknm 16 v ! . i Is ^ material as recited t > \ ; o i vi i\ i i ; i ,r v 
is lower than about 2 Torr. Thus, Claim 16 further limits the vapor pressure of the composition 
^ -*f i < n - thing .'*'< * . „ - j u expres , disci s < t 

e v >s v s t^Vu.',u^K n combination w iih all Tthe e ure.s ■ Ciai 1 Nor 

is there any motivation or suggestion to modify Woimirowic to this vapor pressure and the 

1 < " en e ^ ouw < \* ' > f f « on t „ 
Claim 17 

Claim 11 recites the imprinting material as recited in CI iro 1 whe ein ic tensile 
uu-Juu: :s ; Ju Me'a o; gseat.r I bus. Claim M further limits the ten-he moouim. of the s >iid 
cured state of the composition recited in Claim 1. These Is nothing in »' .r „/>m* ... *i at 
expressly discloses or inherently discloses this. more limited tensile modulus in combination with 
ail of the features of Claim 1. Nor is there any motivation or suggestion to modify Wqjnamwto 
to tins .... e m. f . . - audi the combination of features in Clam* 1. wens J :ie for the reasons 
presc rted above Claim and for th iditional re mc C i - ! i\ c ed b\ 
1 ov'/o ana. alternative ot unpatentab vious over H wirawk 

Claim 18 

Claim IS t es soling m erial & recited n Claim ■ I' where! u real tress 

" x ^-f- > - s. Claim 18 furthe? n the i real c e ^ol id cured ia ce t 

' v c <^ >sit on reeik C i I tere is nothing i < 1 xpressh disc 

mheremiy discloses this more limited break stress in combination with all of the features of 
* * ' s u mu-at t oi mj<^ i i v w , , o k <h s a\ -t ^- 

and sue u > c c s m n 1, AvCordmcK for the reasons presented above for 

vs<. .Of <0\ IlMMJUS t lc P IS U UOv IT v , v( 1 > 
S v s y<; i Z 

1A Claim 19 

- ^ v ' id s ^ukd n ( i i" vl « v .oua a at 

break ^ s > , - s ( n u > krrthes i :< u eiongati u at break e * e eufui 



^ > > v. ' < , FT ! ! tk v r v. | , > s m 0s 

discloses or inherently discloses this greater elongation at break in combination with all of [he 

of Ch Nor is here •< \ m u at n or suggestfo nodu : m to i 

elongation break and the combination of features in Claim 1. Accordingly, for the reasons 

1 i i 1 J ,o, 'Kvoiui s U s 

>'>an;o ->''. Ik a \e!> is sol uupaio- able as oh\.foj S oser /ma 

^ wfo-mts KC-ewtijfo i.ua,^ narau W s ^ leonon 

^ v " ^ i ^ i i - i > ( IC < 

C, M.&.S.C. Umb) mixtions over Qiaoa* 

^ > ^e 1 v ' > ,fs, ! ' i\' o s iS i a j ! i t - \ v s "a ; 

i ^ v v i itu 1 \ ' '< <. \an«\ a , ^ \ ,>(!i t ^ 

of any of Claims i-H; thus each a.!' these In are it anticipated b\ ihche rcUwmvs. 

v \n u v.s not es Ar. shed a iv. 
thus, caeli of uese claims a:\ patentable over the c &a#«& patents. 

Appellants note that the Examiner has grouped the Chaouk patents together as a single 
§ 102(b)/§ 1 03(a) rejection. Since Chaouk '609, Chaouk '530. and Chaouk WO share a common 
1 nig date ant ea* db\' osc the same imemians. and ( «„-v„ 36" apneas \ be %et\ 
s e so^ , i i t v,ru v K m,^e;foni> 

1. Claim j 

a. Anticipation 

hxanbnafo assertions for rejecting these claims under Chaouk arc identical to the 
x » ^ ' - - v f n„ i,l,f< a>o<„ W^C- ^ M M bvy, 

also Seohons VILA and Vll.B above. 

And for foe same reasons as recited in Sections \ and Vlf.BJ.a above, 

N% ^ > < _ < - s >_ ten ; <<> , v,„ i ( v 

ihec s v>ww v.s * i Liu > i m case ese e ^ mu>t ee 

withdrawn. 



•criai No. 



's i 5-57-03} 



in The < monk jb,v - - 

1 0.1*1,', v P [ i a '„ ,r 

Similar to Sections VILA. I. a and VU.B La for PavM and IVojnarawto, respectively, 

s ~f O u U ar v i< , o x )' f 

de^rmm^on T a Ute oikveJK- inherent charactei '»uc rooe^i> W oov v 0vK « a v <. of 

ihe i \ , t < . v apph-a n >n ar„ Rather, Li 'x.n 1 \j , ,< v s!i>K< 

inherency by possibilities. 

e chemically distinct k > us<. diseio t s present 
\> v ! y state 3 he polymerizabk cor u s <. s one 

>\\ -s r < having at least one perfluoropoiyether m\ Chaouk '609, col 2, il 59-60 

- O - S U <. ^ X >S*{ 

< % > > v i V >< V s ! v.1 *K l 

include in h as- „ ; , ^ \k unit. Thus, Examiner's assertion that the compositions of 

the prior art are essentially the same as the claimed composition is not supported by the Chaouk 
patents. It is therefore unreasonable p contend that these are essentially the same compositions, 
e th prop ies 5 te compositions ut ira ee<„ «s \i r\ev; da 

present *\ claim .\1 >• ivrms <,;■, spedfka%, the combination v\ pr<s-peincs reomrod by the 
mpr n!: v\nc a. •» « „x i - imp r.t I ! »<» ; soi\ n C am I . 

v ss - 1 > «.<:etns le^f x high watei conlei «. - The 
< •> s • v ' viL i " v >k ' von 
' v v. > m|\ ,s f ) >J ^.nr^i rs a + c v v ccd eoa\ rc ;k\vssco > 

dblerem than the properties of imprinting s ' i tor use in imprint lithography. Specifically, 
p.eccreoo |0t^\ the \opheakon describes mold recessions and pi on visions as small as 10 
nni. ft)! vine > <. ■ ' 1 < * 1 u t . i o s * , > > > - 5 

pro, with 1 00 nm being typical. Chaouk '530, cob }0\ lb 52-56. A mi aim urn pore size thai is 
approxu He > c s; >e as he rob ft urc escribed in ia VppHeatton u>uld [ u.\c the 
v s. , s s x , ] v he t 



Piled ; February 23. 2004 

u -st <t V fpj AakT lOi es o ' u po^t- f xi re . J sv i.co e\ re ' >o >> 

ma.m n v ^ jivii e'^i - n vh imsu Liar die Vr^a ooe dm 1 

otcee; bmu m m' ' \ V , ui m > u s 1 b\ ^ ^ v s b_ ^ ; v , 1 1 some 
cases, water content is inversely proportional to tensile modulus of a polymer. 

\ k t o% •> asm l ? , SL.u lumo" a s < n 1 a Vi >u 
mimnaie m v v. uv '0* 0 t sj % inherencj from Hsumtaer, the burden to show an 
m n ». v. e vJiJN v - 1 v i \, k i 1 ^ > vn with 

N 1 0 v ! 1 v 1 ^ i 1-- the 

I - * f n v 5 1 0 \ Km ! ! tew< i v te v.* 1 1 s >l 

the applied prior art. 

' isclosed 

G->rnpositioii 1 
Required By The Claims 

Examiner has not provided a basis in fact and/or technical reasoning io support the 

assertion that the properties of the liquid composition and/or the solid cured state of the Chaouk 

patents would satisfy the limitations of Claim 1 . Specifically, Examiner has not provided a basis 

in . set id/or tec eai re tso \ ertion th he v seosi > vapoi ) es nrs 

tensile modulus, break stress, and elongation at break of the composition disclosed by the 

Chaouk p \ * , posse s the presc c 1 s i 

-i > - ~ ^ u ^ < isv<^ t r s.\ u>jj VI \!an and S d it > \ t v - to the 

Chaouk patents 

Io sum, the required characteristics are not inherently possessed in the Chaouk patents. 
Accordingly, Claim i is not anticipated by the ( 'hoouk -patents, 
b. Obviousness 

spam, as :m ; .b m Uiv March 22. ZCJb I Mike Action, Fxammes nas resected these chums 
as obvious over tlv Chaouk patents Vlareh 22, 2006 Office .Action, at 4. 

s -- tuned .)N m\ ana a-- adrumm to H I Njtrro tbe ; 1 e e - ,:<-■ mu euuessly 
! t e s t at 0 a k lid siak It s s s •> v ^ ->.\, 1 

ceutipoises and a vapor pressure of less than about 20 Torn and, m a solid cured state, has a 
* 1 > . x M L k c o v ! ^m Vb .tt 



Fibd : February 23. 20C4 

m elongation at veal ol gu to? than aK-^t ;< 0 Hieh oi the- u-v e.vpro^ad hnmemrrs } 
t im 1 d < - v> t j ^ i n d,.ou\l> 

these k v ^ « s o ' jiui u I iK t ei U( \s u itonaw { e this 
"inhercnc}" oontcr.tlon, the e^.nimei ukcu the n"Mio:, iho. uv clamed hventum would 
..u ao )hs >! v Mii;hr t »Uk< J 

a. i m ( nnme d t i>i ih; uituns >t 1 , u ^ (aught 

°* s kg^v ^ ' * '-^ 

he < h it < * r cto d<> wl teach o* suggest ail ol the J ir h h in > \s j sen e, 

inhertruy. uei. - :r. e, ;nmrat;ok> m me : - o; stents 1 bu U ,m «„e- » .< 

) «. V i> ' ^ , v! 00 IV. d 1 lid 

Ch(M&?M£XitS 

; ' rttarmore there is \ sugges on or motivation to modify the Chaouk patents to make 

iO ^ ! v 1 O* e US IV< ! < t K i t. I'v <i \ji 

or inherently disclosed, it is dubious that there is any suggestion or motivation to modify the 
< '<•<<>;, v«.r> m dmmepard 

' v 0~ ^ " . ' x lOl ^ ftlU " IktS 

2. Oaim 2 

them r revUe.N the mmdr.'.ine material as recited ir (Tern I "oh.rem <:k ■nrfuum-.s 
u y t s v s «.'!»* I hus ( l<w s 2 i hei ni con nent of the eomposiiion 

veiled m t hem ■ • nnv o ootmy ia the ! ,hh.'t'\ pa;emv> thai to press!} diseases oi hihrreotU 
o v \s m h;nher i 1,1 ; in ton! i Mo > with a of six ie<aa;vs v. v< } \ t r s shore 
o to ^est.u ; oJ tlit ( w tIl nates s , k uOe 5 - h i i< fJ and Iv 

v x t . i u i 1 \„t e „ >> U iu- u t p I 

and - 'hv »s, . s.< ^la i > i t n k "> "w - N » \uur and, 

» i 0. ^ ^ v! I v t vl I t,' K l'!M s 
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Claim 3 recites the impriming material as recited in C lain) 1 whenem Ihe surtacta.ni 
comprises 1 c s fhus m 3 furthei 

v> vJ m i r ' ^m is v<\ nnc islt! C,< - pan i - th, v c pmsm, m „ < evm 

discloses this turthet limitation h i n binat *-ith di of the features of Claim 1 Nor is there 

t o \ n ! ! v \ i «. t i , f f t the 

1 1 5 t l. i ! b < t > v \, }t 

and w » ,s t is i > » cv. i i. < , < and, 

alternatively, is not unpatentable as obvious over the Choouk patents. 
4, Claim 4 

Claim 4 recites the imprinting material as recited in Claim 1 wherein the surfactant 
comprises a f non-ionic surfactant. Thus, Claim 4 further limits a component of the 

• " " wH ( n ,a; 1 km t- ! in l e' 'c" M > 'c^h \ \ ,\ <K1 
r in! ssdoses er limit fi vith al the lean es of Claim I 

Nor is there an> motivation er suggestion to modify the < 'haovk patents to includ nit . o? 

and the cmnbination oh feanavs in ( Lint 1. Accordingly, for the reasons presented above for 
Claim 1 and lor these additional reasons. Claim 4 is not anticipated by the Chaouk patents: and, 
alternatively, ts no? i rmaientahie as obvious over the Chaotdt patents. 
5 , Cl a i m 5 

t 1 e 5 recues the Imprmhng material as recited m Ciaun i wherein the monomer is 
wlecmdhvm the <. r\ s 1 <. > i i j 

(1mm 5 further limits a component of the composition recited in Claim 1. There is nothing in 
the *. « < i v\n s dsvhsvs o> if er. \ ,nsCl s v s 1 s i * ^ > L - f n in 

o t u u ! re- K i ' V n- mn. x \ \ j j >t vat s ^ - aae- oi V 
i a« k >< , s k C -s s i 1 i ! i* i f 

v 5 v i 1 is, Oluin? 

5 is not anticipated b\ the { haoid patents and. ailemaiivelv, is not unpatentable as obvious over 
the < 'haoak patents. 



Attorney'.* iX>ckd No.: 21554-819001 
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(fotmeriy !>AH5-5?~03) 
6, Claim 6 

x l v x 1 H 5 i x, H 5 

i' 'r u vO-o^c i v [[st.* ' v > j i vf ^ } < t ^v o> 
v < <*\ C i e\ csv. > v Nc : >sos ot in vuY.s Ci- o- , m s ,\ v - m~o u I 

i S x X N N ) iv 1 1 > 1} X t 

the reasons presented above lor Claim 1 and foi je ddition reasons. Claim 6 is n * 
anticipated h> the ChuouK pasems and. alternative!)., s no unpatenu i{e ob\k>iH exes lit 

V /? - < v \ ICS > 

7 « Claim 7 

^ xx \ i ti s ! v idaii) I whojx." v. ?< •> 

s t r-, <. v( aer>hue. ihu> % t .r 7 further hurts a component of die t if v m, recited in 
Claim I here 1 1 ng in he { haouk pate ts thai o 1 l s > < * ei xs - \) h disc oses 
this further limitation in combination with, all of the features of Claim 1 . Nor is there any 
motivation or suggestion io modify the Chaouk patents to include this limitation and the 
combination of features in Claim 1. Accordingly, for the reasons presented above for Claim I 
and > s ( lai i 7 :> and, 

> n e . -> - < < - > < u i hvious over the Chamik pate s 
8- Claim 8 

s < is ; i <kr.' v u 'Ox. n ! K > - wfv! 1 ix )oi\ r 

siliconn-onUmh^ ucrybte 1 s Claim jc iunhei limits a comporam 4 o c^nn^ukw recited 
in x 1 >u ice s < i fc i . < < ,s > ^ 1 c\-^h ». o ^ > i.-jtx 

x. i- x , , v v ai !a nii>m i i m » v ut o x i \» r ■> t u e 

'^i ^ x.x,oi v> t>v (. rCem\ to i\! d >u rmtmes fk! the 

4. > 1 U <, X 1 V ^ i V *> I <. %N X tx r 

and xx i s \ r v v, x. an & 

v x iwMmw mi v - " 4 ' > vie* ;> 
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selected t om s. group ol s s erylates consisting 

' 5 v O t s . ^ «• «. U ' i ! i ^ , ! , the 

" i - n ^ recited < lee 1. S here is nmlma \ ■, ( < r t v <. vs 1 d;^ 

or me "C x vs ims , v m ! urn hi eombinahon with ail of dm fcamres of Claim !. 

Xn >s<,t( > v s is u\tv mm 

and the > ^ of feature > Claim 1. Avvwduigh. lor the reasons presented ^ for 

^ >1 v. I I 11 imip'i.l I i 

alternatively, is r^oi unpatentable as obvious over the < 'ham<k patents. 
Claim W 

Claim |o modes the muprintmg malarial as recited in Chhm 1 therein the initiator is 
vbvuo >^ „ _ ! - ^ n f> 

k" 1 - r s< , nent of the compos ("here is not! \ the Chtibuk 

\ to^s ( j' v \*> v n \ ' ><, osv-s i ihtu \ 1 om H'\ iii h i i ' > m n ton with 
all of the features of Claim 1, Nor is there any motivation or suggestion to modify the Ckaouk 
patents to include this limitation and: the combination of features in Claim 1. Accordingly, for 
the reasons, presented dhow for Claim 1 and for these additional reasons, Claim 10 is not 

' v >> skfi^O , v. \ w'\ , s t US \m' K*K„ s ^ s \o 0v 

Claim II 

Claim II reetics the imprinting materia! as recited in Claim 1 wherein the initiator is a 
< > > ! r sns i t I urtC ! i 1 ompom he compoCt melted i 
the < nate;>a- put vspressp. discloses or inherent:}' discloses this forther limitation in 

s a st < m \shh ^ the So; «. es oi Claim 1 \o is here 3 ^ rnms <nmn m ^ os't m 
modify the Cfwonk patents to include this limitation and the combination of features in Claim I. 
\ccmdingl> , the ensmmp! cnted ,fCm. e lor Claim 1 and h m< e duim> isons. Claim 
H s . e v u N s as ; , uti O^ v -> v . . 



r ifi i- s the imprinting mates s scciic ( c <. c 

hqmd state s less aars t 25 centi] sea hu < -a sity of the 

composition recked in Claim !. There is nothing in the Chaouk patents that expressly discloses 
or inherently discloses rhis even lower viscosity in combination with all of the features of Claim 
h s n t i ' > i oatuu uuvs-jo t > „ f a v 

the ^ c i i\ o of feature- in ( laim i Vo>\c,pa , fer ihe .a^ i - e^es c dm e f Cdahv 
1 ami hu dxse ad damn f a -.sons. Claim \2 is ,w anticipated h> the i'mhwk pasenS and. 
ahemed ;u Sank - ^ ass o\erthc < /?<<■; pule i 

13. Claim S3 

v e fe , , ihe i" I'D. material as recited in Claim i s ^ > < , x -. , , ; „ 
m k s les s xn ! i centi p se no ( t \ furihe 1 s ht \ ! he 

compos) ion recited in Claim 1 . 1 here is nothing in the ( 'hoouk patems that express!} discloses 
or inherently discloses this even lower viscosity in combination with all of the features of Claim 
i . Nor is there any motivation or suggestion to modify the Chaouk patents to this viscosity and 
he iO r ^ o ^ e- 1 ^ ! nt \ 1 x <. , ^ n-i fe uy , > , so v , v am 
I . • >< ' > - >' vi *ms V.avx ' % anuupated by the <>, ><: patents and, 

!e ;unmh s aeniaH s m«us >ner the « 'Ihiouk patents 

1.4. Claim 14 

t » i ^ ! i a - . a,d a * 'am u c km t> *\ n ra 

h.puia siate Is less than about 5 centipoises. Thus. Claim 14 further limits the viscosity of the 
< \ s o t >aj j I f s i i »i! it. v i -> - s tv ^ 

>>f Maerenih. diseases this escu lo^er .vosm in combination ^ fl .n «he features of Umm 
!. \ is Ihere urn. > v « anon or suggestion a N modih the ( > nd patents to this viscoshy and 
,i *. v miam a u ;< es . i Chair.: I veeefe e \ n - I e ~et^ ^ ovm-ntee. a: a ha Claim 
; n ' sa * ipa v -> eats a 

a ^h' so v < •• p v ! 

5 5. Claim 15 

' ' « - st si - .a^ f ^ u v v «( p oa< v 

" !' N a u < an - u , i 0 sap s v>' v »^ j \ a i 



GO 



' I U' ( „ s i v i V*- ft ' v v x NO! 

my h 's . or s ^t-io" to \m < the ' - «<>> patents to this vap' a pressure a ik 
lion of features in Claim 1. Accordingly, for the reasons presented above for Claim I 
these *\.e reaves Claim 15 5 not " .. ^ _ 0, . , . <\ k sn d 

vehy is net v > t d as obvious over the < no , ^ patents. 
1.6, Claim 16 

eche the n > m' v m ut s a - ec ie» 1 Claim \vk-ree\ H$c wnvr m •Mire 
than aka; 2 f'orr thus. Claim 16 further limits the vapot pros art 1 the e( mj osition 
■ 5 Claim 1. There is nothing in the . > . < < patents 1 a expressly discloses or inherently 
s this even lower vapoi pressure in comb nation with all •: i the features of Claim 1, Nor 
my mee^atsun or s t ; Lmn i s \ *n 

> <> a i v 1 n i \\>ot i i \ k aa r e i'u u v Ox t. aers I 
these additional reasons, Claim 16 is not. anticipated by the Chaouk pgt&ttfS -an : d» 
vel; sot us >aie tal e s obs us $ ves d 

17, Claim 17 

haisrt 1? recites the imprinting materia! as recited in Claim 1 wherein the tensile 
is 100 MPa or greater. Thus. Claim 1 7 further limits the tensile modulus of the solid: 
ue of Lite composition recited in Claim L There is nothing in the Chaouk patents that 
r discloses or inherently discloses this more limited tensile modulus in combination with 
< > < " V r a> hem am moteaeaoo os v 

i s 1 1 01 O' aVW <. < k 

. " v a t, t sa ! tliu t cse J t mvi U am aktfwsi'a 
hmmk patents and. alternatively, is not unpatentable as obvious over the Chaouk patents. 
!k Claim 18 

liaim IS recites the imprinting material as recited in Claim I wherein the break stress is 
v C J v i 18 s reak id en fte of 

^o a .v, o t ,aou I I here* is nothing sa the s. > <v oaau - tkv > v>.„^K 
nk dost im i ted break stres ib 11 of tk 

> « ' \ s > p < a s; 1^ ^vsto -* 5 f k 



tms break stress and me combination of features in Claim 1 , Accordingly, for the reasons 

Chaouk patents .ox! , henxux .1} h not .imxaerwsHe a- e>h\ sous x x thv ( '>\x>uk paten's 
19. Claim J 9 

Churn 19 recites the imprinting material as recited in Claim ; eherem the elongation at 
N sm 10 turtho s . v •) s - . - 

i v v « i i aim 1. Fhere h aothinc i K < aten ^ that 

o s.n;oN iov or tnhesv. 5 t us*, m , i u , ■ m , c , < , >< < ci t s <> ,t 
all of the rcehoes o^.'-sini 1. Nor is there &n> motivation or suggestion to nW>f\ :, - tAw-l 
paten!-: io H;x elong shoo break .ax! the combmai:-^ <>; x.xax- m ', Che I .'.ce^dhfah , Joj the 
e s Ht for ( in and tot a v id a i \ , i' v " k 

ho :ae i '( j' !• - sax/x -o, j senxrex eh . :s not unpatentable as <>b\ .ou< ovoj lie ( ''uiohk patents, 

Therefore. Appellants respectfully request withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §h)2(b) rejections 
and the alternative 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) rejections of Claims s 19 over the Chaouk patents, 

Please apply the brief fee of $250 and any other charges or credits to Deposit Account 
No. 06-1050. 

vespecttuih submit^, 

XXC j .O^XX [ b 1007 C^- f / ' ' 

kx x o J • k 
Reg. No. 36,571 
Ross Spencer Garsson 
Reg, No. 38 J 50 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 



1 . An Imprinting v a for use in imprint di ~ comprising: a composition having a 

\ V \ Vs. Vv I „ ^ ' ^ ( * v I 1 ^ v 1 t 

, 1 > ) ^ IWh o - 1! I s IS ^ d N ! ^ ON- 1 x IKK 1 <!\U 

v s in ,; Ikp-id stale. v w „ - I \iseo^!\ Kms; u M 4 ) Hi 100 

n. vap > i >. t f vn\ n at 11 \ in s d cured sta 

v ( <.!s' Iran ^out 10,' MV >\'eai !vs> >t u 
MPa and an elongation at break of greater than about 2%. 

2. The imprinting material as recited in claim I wherein said surfactant comprises a non- 
ionic surfactant. 

3. she imprinting material as recited in claim I wherein sani ■mnhcta.m comprises a 
lino ri naied s ml ae tan t 

4. v. , p< ^ ,\ i s < t .a s cia-r. 1 \V!CK-m v.k o, < oi^asvv a 

fiuorinated non-ionic surfactant. 

5. l v - < . ^ n. ed n ciasm 1 vdvm >a\ ooo: v , ,« t v 
m s \ k >. s >. n >. s Juki a id ^ "A c u - 



ofpolymerimble component containing silicon therein. 

The imprinting material as recited in claim 1 wherein said monomer is a substituted 
aery late. 

, > ^ ,cucd in claim 1 wherein said monomer is a silicon- 
containing acryiate. 

k nprh i wterial as re< iiec n cla ni 1 whe <- i > ! £ ionomer is st c ! <>< < ^ 
jo ir of substiiuwd aery hues consisting of n * >s i< acrylates and 

, > ! > > , ^ . -O ec <\ :\ \U - 

Ih ir\rs\ m-a\ xi a< recited i z \ heron sai in is vciected frosn ihe 



The o v n \\ s i \ radio; 

photoinitlator. 



(forsrierfy FA II 5-57-03) 

12. The imprinting, materia) as recited in claim ] wherein said viscosity in said liquid state is 
io-o than { > _c,> v.sos 

13. v arspnnnnx i or i ^ s\ a claim 1 uK -\; , )s ; p <j i < w 
leas than about 10 cent! poises. 

14. ih a, 'M. c <>teo v reuicu i.« oka n ! - k > e u, » v > "t v I u \> Ltu. - 

less than about S cent-poises. 

15. ihe<s > <k i - t,uteJ hj claim I wherei? sa i vapo press* c > lower than 
about 3 Torr. 

16. = ho trepote.rp sraknai recited in claim 1 wherein said vapor pressure is bwes than 
about 2 Torr. 

1 7. i he nop- aaavp. l \i s \ jecned in el. am i \s herein said tensile v*. P <■ ■<■■ or 
greater. 

IB. v _ u c iKOi 1 awK <-t <so n \ '\s e 

gooner 



^ 0 \ > : \ -v o , 

1 iJed KN an- 23. 2 i 
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more. 



1 \ >] * vPPI > * X 



as submitted pursuant to §§1.130, 1.131, or 1.132 of 37 C K,R. or of any 



\ppe?iam V. Attorney 
Filed : February 23, 2004 



There are no related proceedings to the current proceeding. 



